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Sir: 

Claim 1 calls for identifying whether a portion of a file system received by the client is 
stored in a first location associated with portions of the file system that have previously been 
stored by the client or whether that portion is stored in a second location associated with portions 
of a file system that were streamed to the client by a server. 

At a minimum then, the cited references must teach a system which stores portions of a 
file system streamed to the client in one location and portions that have been previously stored in 
another location. Secondly, the reference must teach identifying which of these two situations 
applies to a given stored portion. 

Neither of the above items is described in any of the cited references. Stakutis is 
apparently cited for teaching of receiving a request for a portion of a file system by a client. It is 
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conceded that Stakutis does not teach identifying whether the portion is stored in a first or a 
second location. It is apparently conceded that Wlaschin also does not teach this. 

In the final rejection, the following assertions were made which do not seem to meet the 
scope of the claimed invention: 

L "Stakutis disclosed, 'It is preferable to know exactly each file is laid out on the 
shared peripheral device, e.g., disk.'" Response to Arguments, paragraph 15, page 5. However, 
nothing is cited to explain where this comes from. Moreover, even if it is preferable to know 
how every file is laid out, this has nothing to do with file systems and nothing to do with 
determining whether a portion of a file system is stored in a location associated with file systems 
that have been previously stored at a location or a location that stores portions that were 
streamed. It does not even teach the concept of storing streamed and previously stored portions 
in differently identifiable locations. It simply does not meet the scope of the claimed invention. 

2. "Application programs make requests based on logical file blocks. The file 
system present to an application abstraction of a file that appears to be a series of contiguous 
blocks. In reality the file system allocates physical pieces of the disk drive separately and knits 
them together in a variety of file system specific trees and directories and maps (and other 
structures). While a logical-block x might reside on a physical block y, the block x+1 might live 
in an entirely different area." Citing column 6, lines 50-60. Again, this is interesting, but it does 
not seem to have any bearing on subject matter within the claimed scope. It does not teach what 
is claimed, it just teaches how file systems allocate data. It does not teach the specific allocation 
of data and the specific identifications set forth in the claim. 

As a result, a prima facie rejection is not made out. For example, the fact that Stakutis 
does or does not like to know where each file is laid out is a teaching of the general, not as 
specific as what is claimed. The general proposition that you would like to know where the files 
are does not teach identifying whether a portion of a file system is stored in one place or another, 
and it does not teach storing the file system in one place when it is previously stored in another 
place when it has been streamed. The general teaching cannot meet the specific claimed 
limitations. 
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Therefore, reconsideration would be appropriate. 
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